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NEEUNOY Study,/ Study-@hjectiver"
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RICIEGUIrES a comprenensive recreation plan.
dy/ suppoerts this plan by highlighting
al'areas where recreation development
gy oceur, if needed.

_:.._' =

__,.;.; 2roljective Is to determine areas likely

=3 — suitable for potential new recreation facility
~ development.

"= This study does not replace on the ground
facility siting.
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T EIS-bas =o analysis.
SACHUINE Or ‘create GIS data layers.

e

- ___i"i-.“Summary of Opportunities™ Maps.
) ,g I"op “Summary ofi Constraints” Maps.
i evelop Composite Suitability Maps.

=

= ATeas excluded from the analysis include Project
Operations and inundated areas — 49% of the
area within FERC boundary.
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SNENellewWing factors were considered
gppertnities and were included on the
OIOKIURIty maps:
__-,_._.4 X|m|ty to Existing Recreation Sites (Potential for
ﬁflll and expansion);
Land within FERC boundary;
. Most Favorable slope (10% or less);

- Public Land Ownership; and

- Proximity to Existing Roads.
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Oroville Facilities Relicensing
FERC Project Mo. 2100
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SRENellewWing facters Were considered
seIstIraInts and were included on the
soStraint maps:

= Vi d"é)'rate (10-20%) to extreme slope (greater than
= "-'-“ 009

= iandsllde areas;

:’__ ~ - Private land ownership;
- Sensitive species (state, federal); and

- Sensitive vegetation communities (includes wetlands
and riparian areas).
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pighEstitability” areas must have the

| ollowm, characteristics:

,—51\/;- __ble l0ad access (proximity to existing roads);
S Bublicly owned land;

.-—__-_ :_IL,—.

= _.-__-_—'-;:-" nside FERC boundary (OR) a Project recreation site;

— ;_;‘-j’_ and
" . Favorable slope.
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SAIREEa IS defined as' Low Swtablllty i
One ofthe following characteristics is
[ONESE ﬂt

= Ié'eper slopes greater than 20%;

— Prlvately owned (non-utility) land;

- . Active or possible landslide areas; or

Sensitive species (plant and animal) area and
puffer.
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vakaiea CANNOT be  Highly Suitable (but
Mr\Y St IFoe moderate) If one or more of
bie Tc pllowing characteristics are present:

| _=_,§ Sitive vegetation community;

= Privately owned utility land;

55';__"5:: —_

= Inactlve / ancient landslides present; or

-~ Moderate slope 10-20 percent.
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RESUILS — Inside FER

GRS UILANILY = 690
JIRLIE ﬂL area
(15.0 J/r O MEN-
excl ided areas)

<

l\z rate Suitability —
,- = % (18%)

LG)W Suitability — 34%
(67%0)
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Qrowille Facilities Relicensing
FERC Praject No. 2100

Figura 8 3:2 &.

Rocmation Sutabiity — Compoaie
Flsarager — Saourth
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- Cultura. Reseureces were'evaluated outside of
"he -omp05|te suitability analysis. Low
‘cultural resource areas may still have

SOL fse'nsmve resources, and it Is possible that
= liefs ~den3|ty cultural resource areas do not.

- ________.- =

= e “Additional cultural resource clearances may be

= requwed on a site-by-site basis in the future.
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> rliejal Jl il — 7%
€ _.SU|tab|I|ty — 11%

- LU ""tability — 82%
tmfled Areas (not included)
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SOIIEOf the More Likely Highly®
stiiieble Areas =

ear LLime Saddle:

| rIJ near Spiliway DUA and Beat Ramp;
I_e LpJefs ‘near Loafer Creek and Bidwell

G

2l yon facilities;

-ands near the west end of the Diversion
Pool and

e | ands adjacent to the North and South
Thermalito Forebay recreation facilities.
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